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TeleCable Corporation serves approximately 730,000 subscribers in 21 cable

television systems. This Petition for Reconsideration focuses on the Commission's new

requirement that no cable operator ever change infrared codes.

Each of TeleCable's systems offers multiple charmels of premiwn television

prognunming (e.g., HBO, Cinemax, Showtime, Disney) and entertainment on a pay-per-view

basis in addition to basic prognunming and cable prognunming services. TeleCable

Corporation was a pioneer in offering Multiplex1 service to subscribers in many of its systems

in cooperation with Home Box Office, Inc.and Showtime Networks, litc. Addressable

descrambling is the only economically feasible means of controlling access to this wide

variety of prognunming and of providing choice and control for the conswner. TeleCable

lMuitiplex service consists of two or three different channels of HBO, two different channels of Showtirne
and three different channels of Cinemax.
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Oxporation operates more than 680,000 addressable decoders, all of which are capable of

infrared remote controL

TeleCable and other cable operators frequently need to replace older

addressable decoders with those offered by different stg)liers. Conswners benefit by

enjoying better reliability, new features such as on-screen display of programming-related

information, improved aesthetics and increased channel capacity. Rule 76.630(c) prohibits

cable operators from altering existing infrared codes. The practical effect of this rule is to

prevent cable operators from changing their suppliers of addressable decoders; to make it

more costly for any one manufacturer to improve its product line; and to seriously restrict

competition among existing or prospective manufacturers.

The Connnission's express premise for the rule is contained in footnote 40 to

the First Report and Order. There, the Commission states, "In quantity orders, cable operators

will be able to specify the specific codes to be used in new equipment." This notion is

wrong. IR codes are proprietary and not routinely shared among competing manufacturers.

Neither standardization nor cross licensing has been common. It is simply not feasible for

one manufacturer to employ another's IR codes on short notice. A significant amount of time

will be required for suppliers to reach agreement on sharing ofproprietary codes and

technology, and cable operators have no assmance that such agreements can be reached.

Thus, a flash cut to a "no change" rule is tantamount to requiring each cable operator to stay

with the manufacturer of their existing equipment, thus fiustrating competition in the

Mite
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equipment marketplace and precluding operators from upgrading to features available only

from one manufactlU'er.

Even within a manufacturer's product lines, IR. codes are not necessarily standard. For

example, General Instruments and other manufacturers periodically make improvements in

their IR. signalling techniques and discontinue use of the old IR. codes.

Even if cross licensing were widespread, and manufacturers were to continue the use

of old and new IR. Codes in every box, cost of equipment would increase to cover royalties,

additional memory, and the more expensive IR. receivers needed to work-arolUld olderor

competing IR. codes.

Rule 76.630(c), as written, will create havoc in the cable industry by preventing

operators from upgrading their addressable technology and by precluding new manufacturers

from entering the cable business.

We have attached a letter from General Instrwnents attesting to these facts.

We finther submit that an unspoken premise of the Commission's rules is also in error.

The prohibition was adopted, we believe, to prevent consumer "universal remotes" from

becoming obsolete. But the vast majority of universal remote controls now being purchased

by conswners can be progranmed to fimction with the addressable equipment now being
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purchased When cable operators change decoder brands, conswners can be notified to

change the IR codes in their universal remote control units.

A preferable alternative to Rule 76.630(c) will be to encourage cable equipment

manufacturers, at a reasonable future date, to develop, for basic fimctions (e.g., 0-9, channel

up'down, enter), a standard set of "public domain" IR codes available to all suppliers, so that

universal remotes manufactured after that date will not be rendered obsolete.

However, cable's best efforts will not help conswners who purchase universal

remote controls if 1V and VCR manufacturers continually change their codes. Therefore, the

FCC should apply the same requirements to 1V and VCR manufacturers.

TeleCable requests that the Commission revise Rule 76.630(c) to provide a

reasonable transition period which allows cable operators and manufacturers adequate time to

adopt a set of IR codes which will not render future universal remote control units obsolete.

TeleCable also asks that the FCC apply the same requirements to 1V and VCR

manufacturers.

,.
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Respectfully submitted,

lELECABLE CORPORATION

By:
Nichol~ E. Worth
Executive Vice President
F.ngineaing
Dominion Tower
999 Waterside Drive
N<rfolk, VA 23510
(804) 624-5050

Jme 15,1994

126S4.l

By:C) - C
Paul Glist
COLE, RAYWID & BRAVERMAN
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 659-9750
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<I General Instrument

",.,.-
GCll1erll' l(l!tTUment CQrporation
Gl comnounications Dilris;on
2200 Bybany Road
I~tboro, Pennsylvania ~9~
Telns 6 141,800

June 13, 1994

Mr. NichoIu E. Wort~
Eucutive VICe PnIident
T-.cawe Corpontioa
DomInon Tower
999Wttenldeomc
Norfoltc, Virginia 23510

Re~ FCC Rule 76 630 (c)

De8t Mr. Worth:

1'bit leUer is provided .. OJ Elation with the 8.. ta be made by Tel.c.blo Corporation u pan
of'the petition for RCCI.i ioD ofthe above-r"1COd rule whidl woukl prohibit cable
Opll"ltOl1 ftom ..terins codes used to twIIO&IIy comoIlddrelable ..t~topdecoders.
You han ukeel that we mpoad to lelcC_1e Corpcndaa with our views u to footnote 40 to
tho lint Report ucl Order rei...May 4, 1994 c:oncmtiIII Compatibility Between Cable
Sylltem. aad CoblUDa' E1ectroDics Hquipment, which states:

"In qqmtRy ocdon. cable operators will be able to lpeCify the specific codes to be usod in
the new equipmeDt. It

On tIU PO" we believe thIt tbete are UIUIIIptioas mIde by the FCC in tbe subject report whid1
are not actually eoI1'eet. The flrst usunaption i. that new equipaaeat manufacturers will be able
to employ the 1liiie iDfiw. codes for remote controII II _ uled with sublaibersl exiltinS set·
top equipmeGt. rbi, ill not tNe. Mlnufaetu.... ax:h • OeDenllnatnnneot are not able to
heIy take all cxilling in&wed cod. and employ them in tMir equipment heal_ lOme
00DIpIIIiea have copyriPted datir library ofdeYiGe eadeR. Ia order for other vondor' to use IUCh
pmpriewy coct-. riPU to Ule..cod. must be ar-ted, typic8Ily by way oflicenlias. To
dato, aucb lioenIina..101 Hen widetpread, hIIKle dilcuuioD and DegOtiMion oflice'" terma
IIId conditiou mua fi..ute place. This ofCOWIe ....... that owner. ofproprietary code•
.... wiUias to liocale the coca. Por thcle fCUODI, II1IlouIb cable OperatOR may specify to
equi,...a manufidunn the codeI they wish to employ ill~ equipment. the ability of
llDl11UfKturv to deliver equipment which indudeIlUCb codeI CIIl not be guatlJlteed. Also, to
the extaat that resttfctioal on 1he 11M ofpropriewy codeI CID be overcome: througb Ucensine. the
rO)'IIty paymentI paid to the owner of the codes will need to be included in the cost ofset-top
equipment that includes mclt rodes.
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The nport alia incIudeI .. implicit .unpea tht!l..~ClDdeI_added in older. lIIo(()p
..a....~... to lie iaaewer _-top..11 Ii. In'"~ InArumeftt'" other
maaufaoturwJ~ improwmeatl to ... inft.edlianalJina tedmiquea tudJ that
old infived~ II'e DOt aillalpJoyad in updatell..... Suda improvements ioc...but are
not limited to the \1M of new or different .(h,qutlllCies or moduJatioft schemel.

IfCJIble operaton .... qquind to eaatinue to IUppOI1 old~ eocMI end 11IIII specity to
...............ment that doeilO. the .... wiD IibIy be mor-e expeNiYe .~top converters
tbIt Include tile necx_ry work.1IUUJId to 1UPPOfl1he inhNd ....ofdie deviees beiDa
...... u weD u the ........with baa«"'.'. chItactwiItics. Such addiIional COati
will .-.It not oaIy tom licen" feet AI mendaIIId *we, but alto ft'om the cOlt of8ddit1onaI
memoty to ...... .atlti0MI inhred code refaeece tIIIles AI well .. more C'tpentive iaftwed
receivers.

We believe thlt the proWenw d__ above wiI be COIIIPO\IftdId by the fact that mOlt cable
l)'Iteml prelelltly UIIC, wtdin a ystem, a .....ofcllfamt let-top converters that
inoorporatc I variety ofid 1IChemes. In order to conpIy with tbia proposed baa. on inhnld
al1lntioa, .,...."'01'1would have lo dIooIe MIw_lMintaining • stock of lJIIItiple types
of~ COIWtI1aa at ordorias more expl.ive _-top oonvortco that eidHr include all of
tile a1tclmative inlved IChemea used ia the particular cable IYIlCm or that support a very brOld
ruse ofinffuwd ac:hemes.

In our view, the~ 00It which cable opet'1lton wouW lice in comptying with this ban
would inhibit may opcnton fi'onl fIIPIaClinI older equipnt_ with MW equipllent. Ultimately,
tbi. 0UIC0me would .ve 1IIbIen'bersof~tI_ ~ ftlItu.... which is directly
contraly to the FCC.pi ofstructuring its reyuIations to promote innovation and competition.

We hope that this information ha. been uaeful. PI-.e Jet us know ifwe may be ofany further
Uliltaoce.

Very truly yours,

~~
DIIIieI M. Moloney
VICe President, AdcIreuabIe SysWml Business Unit
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